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WEDNESDAY, APRIL 16, 2008

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EcoNoMIC OPPORTUNITY,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 1:00 p.m., in Room
334, Cannon House Office Building, Hon. Stephanie Herseth
Sandlin [Chairwoman of the Subcommittee] presiding.

Present: Representatives Herseth Sandlin, Donnelly, Hall,
Boozman.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN HERSETH SANDLIN

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen.
The Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, Subcommittee on Economic
Opportunity, hearing on pending legislation will come to order.

For those of you that monitor this Committee’s activities more
closely, you know it is a bipartisan Subcommittee.

The Ranking Member has a number of other responsibilities
today in other Committees as well as on the floor and he has asked
me to begin the Subcommittee hearing in his absence. He will join
us as soon as possible.

I would also like to ask unanimous consent to allow Counsel to
pose questions to the witnesses on the third and fourth panels. See-
ing no objection, so ordered.

I would also like to call attention to the fact that the Cellular
Telephone Industry Association, the Wireless Association, and the
Disabled American Veterans have asked to submit written state-
ments for the hearing record. If there is no objection, I ask for
unanimous consent that their statements be entered for the record.
Hearing no objection, so entered.

Today we have 13 bills before us that seek to protect our Nation’s
veterans from possible foreclosure and financial burdens incurred
while serving one’s country, update U.S. Department of Veterans
Affairs (VA) housing construction guidelines, expand education pro-
grams while meeting the current retention needs of the Armed
Forces, strengthen employment and reemployment rights for re-
turning servicemembers, veterans, and minimize recidivism among
incarcerated veterans.

o))
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According to a Congressional Research Service report updated
January 25th, 2008: “The original GI Bill provided up to $500 an-
nually for education expenses. This is the equivalent of an esti-
mated $5,890 in 2007 dollars. An additional $50 was provided
monthly for living expenses in 1944, which is equivalent to $589
monthly or $5,301 annually in 2007 dollars. Thus, the total edu-
cation benefit including the living allowance in 1944 would have
been worth $11,191 annually or %1,243 monthly in 2007 dollars.”

Keeping this historical perspective in mind, I, along with Rank-
ing Member Boozman, have introduced H.R. 5684, the “Veterans
Education Improvement Act,” which seeks to address the edu-
cational needs of our brave men and women in uniform.

This bipartisan bill is the product of numerous hearings held by
our Subcommittee since the beginning of the 110th Congress which
allowed for close evaluation of the Montgomery GI Bill and input
from Veterans Service Organizations (VSOs), education leaders,
government agencies, and other policy experts.

H.R. 5684 would help address current Montgomery GI Bill
(MGIB) shortfalls along with other important improvements includ-
ing substantially increasing the amount of basic education assist-
ance for veterans equal to the average cost of the tuition at a 4-
year public college or university, provides veterans with a monthly
cost-of-living stipend, extends the time limitation for use of edu-
cation benefits from 10 years to 15 years, and more fully accommo-
dating the transition from military to civilian life.

I would like to add that H.R. 5684 includes unique provisions
that allow the overall assistance to be used for business courses,
preparatory courses for exams, and to repay Federal student loans.
It dramatically expands the opportunity for servicemembers to en-
roll for the benefits even if they are beyond the initial opportunity
for automatic enrollment, provides increased funding for state ap-
proving agencies, an important partner in administering the bene-
fits with the VA, rewards veterans for their service by eliminating
their educational entitlements from being considered as income
when applying for Federal financial aid. It also increases on-the-job
training and dependent education benefit to 85 percent, supple-
ments reporting fees given to colleges and universities, creates a 5-
year pilot program to expand work study programs for veterans, in-
creases the VA’s full-time employees by 150 to help administer the
new requirements, provides funding for updating existing IT sys-
tems, and rearranges the advance pay process to prevent any
breaks in benefits.

H.R. 5684, one of the many bills we are considering today, pro-
vides specific improvements and adjustments meant to make it
easier, not harder, for veterans to access the education benefits
they have earned following their service and contributes to the
overall national economy.

In addition, this bill will make changes with minimal disruption
of the current VA information technology (IT) system and to the
beneficiaries.

The “Veterans Education Improvement Act” is a well-crafted bill
that provides the VA the resources to administer the new changes,
to update and improve the MGIB to better reflect today’s world,
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and ensure that today’s veterans have the resources they need to
continue or begin their education when they return from service.

I appreciate the support of many of today’s witnesses for this bill
that addresses necessary changes to veterans education benefits. I
look forward to working with Ranking Member Boozman and other
Members of the Committee to continue to improve education enti-
tlements for the veterans that we serve.

[The prepared statement of Chairwoman Herseth Sandlin ap-
pears on p. 47.]

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Joining us today and seated at the dais
is Chairman Bob Filner, and Ranking Member Steve Buyer. And
also joining us on the first panel is the Honorable Ciro Rodriguez,
all of whom are distinguished Members of the Committee. All of
their written statements will be entered into the hearing record.
We will begin with Chairman Filner.

Mr. Chairman.

STATEMENTS OF HON. BOB FILNER, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE
ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, AND A REPRESENTATIVE IN CON-
GRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA; HON. STEVE
BUYER, RANKING REPUBLICAN MEMBER, COMMITTEE ON
VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, AND A REPRESENTATIVE IN CON-
GRESS FROM THE STATE OF INDIANA; HON. CIRO D.
RODRIGUEZ, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF TEXAS; AND HON. CLIFF STEARNS, A REPRESENT-
ATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA

STATEMENT OF HON. BOB FILNER

Mr. FILNER. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman, and we appreciate
your leadership in this Congress.

Because of your leadership, I think this Congress will soon be
taking up a GI Bill for the 21st century that updates the edu-
cational benefits as you have proposed, looks at the housing pro-
gram I will speak to today, and also allows the Guard and Reserve
units to participate in the GI Bill to a much greater extent than
they are currently allowed.

I believe we are moving along in a major effort to do something
that had such an impact on our society in 1944, the original GI
Bill.

Let me just talk about another part of that original bill and that
is the Home Loan Program that so many of the veterans after
World War II were able to take advantage of.

In a meeting in my district, we heard from active-duty service
men and women veterans, VA experts, mortgage brokers and lend-
ers from the area. Based on that meeting, we saw the program
being irrelevant, not only to the current crisis, but before then in
terms of its loan values, equity requirements, refinancing caps, and
fees that are imposed. We want to update the program to make it
relevant to the veteran today.

One bill that I want to make sure we take quick action on is H.R.
4883, which prevents foreclosure on active-duty personnel. We have
had anecdotal testimony of young people coming back and finding
that they were, going to lose their home soon after their tour of
duty was over. That is unacceptable. Active-duty servicemembers
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should not have to face that consequence. What we have done in
H.R. 4883 is prevent any foreclosure for at least a year after they
return from active duty.

H.R. 4884, another bill introduced, is sort of a complement to
your bill that you just described in terms of updating the Home
Loan Program of the Department of Veterans Affairs. It increases
the maximum home loan guaranty to $715,000, decreases the eq-
uity requirements to refinance a home loan, requires the VA Sec-
retary to review and streamline the process of using a guaranteed
home loan to purchase a condominium. Right now condominiums
are subject to a great deal of regulation and red tape and it is hard
to finance a condominium through the VA Home Loan Program.

In addition, we want to reduce the home loan refinancing fees to
1 percent, extend the adjustable rate mortgage demonstration pro-
gram to the year 2018, extend the so-called hybrid adjustable rate
mortgage demonstration project to 2012, and provide a yearly ad-
justment of the VA home loan to match the consumer price index.

There are many people in my district, around the country, who
are facing the prospect of foreclosures and the value of their home
falling. They are not able, given the restrictions of the VA program,
to use that at all, no matter what their situation is or what they
may be qualified for they are not able to make use of a program
that was meant to give them some loan guarantees.

What we do in H.R. 4884 is to make that possible for veterans
in the situation that they find themselves today, but even without
the crisis, to make it fit the 21st century.

In addition, I have another bill, H.R. 4889, to recodify the so-
called REAP Program, the Reserve Education Assistance Program,
entitlements that provide now up to 36 months of education bene-
fits to certain members of the Reserve forces who were called on
or ordered to active-duty service in response to war and national
emergency.

Without going into details now, it allows for far more flexibility,
support, and help for those in the Reserve who have given so much
of their life and time on active duty.

I look forward to working with you. I thank you for your leader-
ship and bringing all these bills up for consideration today.

[The prepared statement of Congressman Filner appears on
p. 48.]

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for
your leadership in introducing a number of those bills, particularly
as they relate to veterans’ housing, and your support of our efforts
here on the Subcommittee to address all of the issues within our
jurisdiction, but most recently veterans’ education.

I would now like to recognize our distinguished Ranking Mem-
ber, Mr. Buyer.

STATEMENT OF HON. STEVE BUYER

Mr. BUYER. Thank you.

Chairwoman Herseth Sandlin and Ranking Member Boozman, I
am very pleased that you have included my bill, H.R. 4539, the
“Department of Veterans Affairs Loan Guaranty Cost Reduction
Act of 2007,” for the Subcommittee’s consideration.



5

When this bill was introduced last December, the full extent of
the mortgage and financial sector crisis had not yet appeared and,
frankly, this bill was intended to improve the day-to-day operations
of the Loan Guaranty Program. But events since we introduced
H.R. 4539 have convinced me of the need to make the kind of
changes included in my bill.

I recognize that Chairman Filner has a similar bill, H.R. 4884,
and I take that similarity as a confirmation of the need to improve
the Loan Guaranty Program. I believe that between us, veterans
will find it easier to achieve the American dream.

I would ask unanimous consent to include in the record a copy
of the January 28, 2008, letter co-signed by Mr. Mike Michaud and
I that sent to Speaker Pelosi and Leader Boehner regarding the
need to include the VA Loan Guaranty Program in the recent stim-
ulus package in the hearing record.

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Seeing no objection, so ordered.

[The letter to Speaker Pelosi appears on p. 97. An identical letter
was sent to Leader Boehner and will not be reprinted.]

Mr. BUYER. In the letter, Madam Chairwoman, what Mr.
Michaud and I were asking to do was that as the Freddie Mac rate
was increased to the limit of $720,000, the FHA loan limits be
matched to the VA, yet the VA was excluded from the stimulus
package. And Mr. Michaud and I sent that letter to the Speaker
and Mr. Boehner.

At the time when I had spoken to Mr. Boehner, he and the
Speaker basically had an agreement. A lot of amendments and re-
quests came to them and they made the judgment that the agree-
ment that they struck with the President, that they would hold to
it.

And as painful as a lot of the corrections and the fixes that they
were learning were, they held on tight to their agreement. And to
me, it is sort of what can happen if you do not allow the Committee
to do its work. If somebody writes a bill under the pressure of the
moment, mistakes can happen.

Now, I had made a request to Chairman Filner to do a stimulus
fix under suspension. He had declined to do that, Madam Chair-
woman. And, frankly, I am not upset over that because you are
doing your due diligence. So he has a bill. I have a bill. You have
some ideas. Mr. Boozman has some ideas. And I think we are at
a mgment here where we are going to have a good meeting of the
minds.

The stimulus package says 125 percent of the area median price
of a home as determined by the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development not to exceed 175 percent of the Fannie/
Freddie conforming limit of $417,000, which is $729,750.

So when you look at the loan limits that Mike Michaud and I
had included in our bill, when you look at the loan limits that the
Chairman included in his, they do not even match the stimulus.

So if we really want to do this, we really should match it to the
stimulus fix and then you can come in and look at some of the im-
provements that we have done in the bill.

I guess my counsel to you, Madam Chairwoman, is you can take
the best out of proposals, some that Mr. Michaud and I have done,
some that the Chairman has done, some recommendations that we
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are going to hear today, and we will give great deference to your
leadership.

What we had sought to do in the bill, H.R. 4539, beyond this in-
crease now, was increase the maximum loan amount guaranteed by
VA to 125 percent of the Freddie Mac conforming limit, and we be-
lieve that this would enable the servicemembers and the veterans
living in the high-cost areas to purchase homes using the VA Loan
Guaranty Program.

This goes right at the heart of the issue that Mr. Filner was talk-
ing about when he held this hearing out there with regard to San
Diego being one of the highest cost-of-living index in the country.
The pain of access to affordable housing that he has is much dif-
ferent than I have in rural Indiana and that you have in the Dako-
tas. And we are most hopeful that this would help address these
issues.

What we also sought to do here is the intent with regard to the
President, the Speaker, and Leader Boehner in increasing the FHA
loan limits when you have individuals who are in subprime loans
was to be able to move them into the Federal guaranteed loans.
Well, do not leave veterans out of the equation. And you and I have
had that personal conversation.

And we also seek to extend some of the fees through 2017. These
fees provide the funds the VA needs to pay for the guaranty on
homes that go into foreclosure. These fees have also provided
PAYGO offsets for improvements to VA benefits.

We also seek to increase the guaranty amount for certain refi-
nanced loans by making VA refinancing more attractive and com-
petitive in the marketplace.

The Michaud/Buyer bill also reduces the equity requirement for
a VA guaranteed refinancing loan to zero. This is especially impor-
tant for those servicemembers and veterans whose home equity has
decreased solely because of the current market forces despite the
fact that they are not behind on their mortgage payments.

We also want to make loans more affordable in the high-cost
areas. The legislation would limit the total loan guaranty fees to
the maximum dollar amounts in effect on the day of enactment.

Also, to encourage an increase in the supply of affordable hous-
ing, H.R. 4539 would increase the guaranty amount of 30 percent
of the mortgage.

And, finally, this legislation would require the Secretary to pro-
vide a small measure of assistance in offsetting closing costs associ-
ated with the purchase of a home. The Secretary would determine
the amount based on the income of guaranteed fees in the previous
year.

Madam Chairwoman, as you know, in regards to your comments
on the GI Bill, H.R. 5684, I mention this because it is a good bill
and you have worked with our side of the aisle in a bipartisan
manner. And there are a few changes that I feel are important.

I believe that the train is moving quickly and there is not a lot
of time here in this Congress. So for this restructuring here with
regard to VA education programs, the question is whether it is fea-
sible to do it in a comprehensive fashion? It may not be comprehen-
sively. And I note you are trying a major incremental movement.
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I am in the process of drafting an extension and reorganization
of Chapters 30, 32, 34, 35, and 36 into one or two chapters to
standardize the administrative rules and education and training
options to those receiving education benefits.

I hope that we can work together on this approach to bring some
order to these programs in the not too distant future.

Madam Chairwoman, I want to thank you for your bipartisan
manner in which you have included H.R. 4539 and several other
bills from our side of the aisle in today’s hearing.

I would also end with this remark, that the issue with regard to
Guard and Reserve is not in your bill. I know the Chairman had
made comments as though it is in the bill. And I think what that
does is it puts the Chairman and I in agreement, and I know you
also have been a very strong advocate of the Guard and Reserve.

And we do not want to do anything that would exasperate the
gap. So as we work on the improvements with regard to the active
duty, if, in fact, we have a moment in time, we should capture it.
And I want to work with you to do that, whether it is to do only
that which is within our jurisdiction or we try to add that and we
have a joint referral with the Armed Services Committee. We will
work with Dr. Snyder.

I think if we are going to move, and you have the sincerity to
make this major move, I want to join with you and do everything
I can with Mr. Filner or anybody else on the Committee to satisfy
equity and fairness with regard to the Guard and Reserve.

Now, there is going to be a price. It will come with mandatory
funding. I will speak with Mr. Boehner. I will speak with the Budg-
et Committee on our side. You will not find opposition from my side
of the aisle with regard to a mandatory fix, if we take what you
are doing and we do the equity fix in Guard and Reserve and work-
ing with the Armed Services Committee, I believe that when indi-
viduals of good will share sentimentalities, that it is a prescription
for success.

And that is what I have always felt in all the work I have ever
done with you. And that is where I want to proceed in this.

With that, I yield back.

[The prepared statement of Congressman Buyer appears on
p. 49.]

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. I thank the Ranking Member, and I will
just make a couple of remarks before recognizing our colleagues on
the first panel for their testimony.

I appreciate the words of the Ranking Member and I appreciate
the leadership that you and Mr. Michaud demonstrated as the
train was moving quickly a few months ago in putting a stimulus
package together.

I know that since our conversation that I have spoken with lead-
ership, both on the Financial Services Committee with jurisdiction
as well as with leadership on our side of the aisle. I know that
Chairman Filner has done the same, because of our desire to want
to look at another vehicle to make that fix, if indeed there is an-
other stimulus or other strategy or avenue that we are looking at
to continue to grapple with the crisis that we are seeing in housing,
not only how veterans are affected but other constituents with
whom we work and who we serve.
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As it relates to veterans’ education, again, your words are appre-
ciated. You are right. Mr. Boozman and I have worked hard when
he was the Chairman of the Subcommittee and when I was Rank-
ing Member and in this Congress to address the issues of equity
for National Guard men and women and Reservists.

The purpose of the bill that we introduced in a bipartisan way
purposely did not include those provisions, although I believe
Chairman Filner may have been referring to work that I have been
undertaking with Counsel to work and fashion a separate bill for
Guard and Reservists that would be entirely within the jurisdiction
of the Armed Services Committee.

We wanted to avoid joint referral for a number of reasons as it
related to increasing basic pay, the basic benefit in the Mont-
gomery GI Bill, as well as include a number of the very unique pro-
visions that our bill includes that we uncovered during the series
of hearings that we have had with this Subcommittee.

I certainly share your sentiment and I think all of us do on the
Subcommittee as well as our colleagues on the full Committee, of
trying to undertake something in a more comprehensive way, if
that is going to be possible. We want to make sure that, depending
on which track the train is on, we have a lot of different options
on the table.

If the comprehensive approach is indeed the track we are on,
then I think we are all in agreement that we want to make sure
your efforts, as well as other efforts of those on the Subcommittee,
are brought together. I know we will all work in good faith with
the leadership on the respective sides to do that, based on our hard
work here in the Veterans’ Affairs Committee.

However, I am not sure that is the track that we will be on. I
hope so. We have great working relationships with people on the
Armed Services Committee that undertook some of this work even
in the “Defense Authorization Act” of last year.

Again, I appreciate your sentiments. I know how hard you have
been working as it relates to the comprehensive fix and a reorga-
nization and how beneficial that could be to veterans and their
education benefits and the administration of those benefits.

Again, I thank you.

Mr. BUYER. Would the gentlelady yield?

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Yes, I would.

Mr. BUYER. Then let us step off together and work, step off to-
gether meaning off of the good work that was done in the last Con-
gress with regard to Dr. Snyder and John McHugh.

So as we try to move the jurisdictional issues, right, and as you
are formulating your legislation, please work with our staff and we
will step off together because it will take the leadership of Mr.
Skelton and Mr. Hunter because this is mandatory spending on
their side. So it is going to take some major movement.

So with that, I yield back. I thank the gentlelady for her com-
ments.

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. I thank you.

Mr. Boozman, would you like to be recognized?

Mr. BoozMAN. I want to apologize.

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. We have all been saying such great
things about you.
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Mr. BoozMmaN. Well, I apologize. I am participating in the “Clean
Water Act,” which is a very important thing. And so I am just kind
of running back and forth. The other Member of my Committee is
on the Farm Bill, so he is over doing that.

So, again, we appreciate you, Madam Chair, in working with us.
And I want to compliment the guys that are bringing some very,
very good legislation before the Committee. We have some really
good things to work with. And so thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Congressman Boozman appears on
p. 48.]

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Thank you, Mr. Boozman.

I would now like to recognize our distinguished colleagues on the
full Veterans’ Affairs Committee, Mr. Rodriguez and Mr. Stearns.

Mr. Rodriguez, we will start with you. You are recognized for 5
minutes. Thank you for being here and thank you for introducing
the bill that we are considering today.

STATEMENT OF HON. CIRO D. RODRIGUEZ

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Thank you. Chairwoman Herseth Sandlin, let
me personally thank you and the Subcommittee for giving me this
opportunity to speak to you regarding H.R. 5664, a bill that I intro-
duced to correct the bureaucratic oversight in the way that the Vet-
erans Administration advises contractors constructing or ren-
ovating housing for disabled veterans.

I was extremely moved by last June’s hearing and testimony be-
fore this Subcommittee concerning specially adapted housing.
There is little doubt that funding levels available to the individual
disabled veterans to have their homes adjusted to meet their needs
is too low.

My bill does not address that particular issue. Rather, it seeks
to ensure that veterans whose homes are updated under this pro-
gram benefit from all of the modern technology and construction
practices that can be provided.

Mr. Gonsalves, President and Founder of Homes for Our Troops,
pointed out in the hearing that service men and women with inju-
ries that would have killed them in previous wars are now living
to see another day and are in need of truly special home adapta-
tions.

The primary guidance that the VA provides the contractors who
draw up the plans and specifications to modify homes under this
grant program is VA Pamphlet 2613, entitled “Handbook for De-
sign, Specially Adapted Housing.”

As Mr. Carl Blake, the National Legislative Director of the Para-
lyzed Veterans of America, pointed out, much, if not all, of the
guidance found in the pamphlet is still applicable today. However,
I feel, that it focuses too much on veterans who find themselves in
wheelchairs with lower extremities and paralysis or amputations.

While certainly still valid, we find increased number of veterans
returning home from current conflicts with alternative injuries
such as upper limb amputations or blindness. The guide was last
updated in 1978. By comparison, the current Army Corps of Engi-
neers Housing Design Guide is dated 1994 and that of the Air
Force is 2004.
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The time has come to ensure that the guide contains updated di-
rections to architect and engineering firms and contractors who
will do the noble work of ensuring our disabled veterans have
homes that respect the dignity of which they have sacrificed.

I propose in my bill that the Secretary of Veterans Affairs update
the guide at least on a 6-year basis.

I also wish to express my intent that the field agents who ap-
prove the construction plans under this program view the pamphlet
as a guide rather than a definitive set of requirements. It should
be just looked at as a guide to help out, not one that is a definitive
set of requirements.

After consulting with several VSOs in preparing for this testi-
mony, I need to clarify the wording of the bill. Rather than requir-
ing the VA to update plans and specifications on a 6-year basis, it
is better stated that the pamphlet itself is updated every 6 years.

Contractors actually derive the plans and specifications based on
each veteran’s home and the pamphlet. And I would hope that if
the Committee considers my bill in the future markup that such
language is made clear.

I want to thank you very much for this opportunity and just indi-
cate now that, we can make these homes much more adaptable. We
can, for example, allow additional electrical outlets, allow for
swinging doors, allowing for other types of, updates, based on the
individual handicaps or difficulties that they have in getting
around.

And so thank you, Madam, and I want to thank you once again
for allowing me this opportunity to present the bill.

[The prepared statement of Congressman Rodriguez appears on
p. 50.]

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Rodriguez.
Again, thank you for your leadership on this important issue on
veterans’ housing.

Mr. Stearns, thank you, too, for introducing the bill that we are
considering today and look forward to hearing from you. You are
recognized.

STATEMENT OF HON. CLIFF STEARNS

Mr. STEARNS. Good afternoon, and thank you, Madam Chair, for
this opportunity to testify on my bill, H.R. 3646, the “Veterans Ef-
fective Training Job Opportunities and Benefits Act of 2007,” or the
“VET Jobs Act.”

My colleagues, I think this bill is an important step in helping
our veterans gain gainful employment when retiring from the serv-
ice. When warriors return home from combat, they often face an
uphill battle. For many servicemembers, the transition from active
duty to veteran status and returning to a full, meaningful civilian
life is daunting and fraught with many challenging obstacles and
bureaucratic barriers.

Many times, these brave service men and women require job
training for entirely new careers. Although statistics show that
eventually veterans in general enjoy a favorable employment in the
Nation’s job market, many veterans initially find it difficult to com-
pete successfully in the labor market.
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That is why for over a decade, the Federal Government has pro-
vided job training benefits to veterans through the Department of
Veterans Affairs and the Department of Labor.

The mission statement for the Department of Labor Veterans’
Employment and Training Service, VETS Program, is to, “Provide
veterans and transitioning servicemembers with the resources and
services to succeed in the 21st century workforce by maximizing
their employment opportunities, protecting their employment
ri%hts, and meeting labor market demands with qualified veterans
today.”

Additionally, the Department of Labor offers servicemembers
leaving the military with a service-connected disability the Dis-
abled Transition Assistance Program or DTAP. This includes a 3-
day workshop, plus additional hours of individual instruction to
help determine their job readiness and address the special needs
of disabled veterans.

However, this is the identical DTAP Program offered to all
transitioning disabled veterans across the Nation. This 3-day pro-
gram provider valuable support, but it only provides general em-
ployment information and at no time addresses the specific needs
of the community in which the veteran lives and serves.

Unfortunately, this means that frequently there is a void of infor-
mation on local labor market conditions that result in veterans
using their benefits to train for jobs that do not exist in their own
communities.

Mr. Jeffrey Askew, who is Director of the Marion County Vet-
erans Service Center in my hometown of Ocala, Florida, has said
many veterans have used their Federal job training benefits for in-
formation technology—IT career training. However, Ocala has little
demand for IT professionals and veterans are often advised to move
to Orlando where there are many more opportunities for them.

Upon finally getting settled back into civilian life, it is frus-
trating and unfortunate to say the least to be forced to uproot one
more time and move your family to an unknown city.

I am concerned about this problem and I believe, my colleagues,
I have an easy solution. Currently there is a maze of Web sites
with confusing and sometimes out-of-date information on employ-
ment conditions. My legislation would provide better information to
veterans on their local job market needs.

The “VET Job Act” directs the Secretary of Veterans Affairs and
the Secretary of Labor to conduct a joint study on the greatest em-
ployment needs in various job markets around the United States
and post the results on the VA web site. These results would then
be updated annually to reflect the current and possible changing
needs in the local job market.

With this tool, veterans could simply plug in their zip code and
see a list of the occupations that are in most demand within their
commuting area and subsequently use their Federal job training
most effectively.

The Department of Labor already has the infrastructure in place
for this kind of research, so this is a practical low-cost solution. In
fact, the Congressional Budget Office has unofficially scored this
proposal as having insignificant cost, insignificant cost for immeas-
urable benefit to our veterans.
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Further, the “VET Job Act” has broad bipartisan support and has
been endorsed by many veterans’ organizations including the
American Legion, the American Veterans (AMVETS), Veterans of
Foreign War of the United States, the Blinded Veterans of Amer-
ica, and the Paralyzed Veterans of America. In addition, my bill
has 44 co-sponsors from both sides of the aisle.

So, Madam Chairwoman, I appreciate the opportunity to testify
and allowing me this opportunity to talk about the “VET Jobs Act”
and I look forward to working with you and the Ranking Member
on passing this bill.

[The prepared statement of Congressman Stearns appears on
p. 51.]

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Thank you, Mr. Stearns, and thank you
for taking time out of your busy schedule to join us today to speak
about your important bill. Certainly the efforts that you make on
the full Committee and on other Subcommittees to address employ-
ment needs and other needs to make the disruption in their lives
during that transition as small as possible.

Certainly Mr. Boozman and I have been working on this Sub-
committee to address some of the issues that you are trying to get
at in your bill. Again, we appreciate the introduction of it and the
opportunity to hear from you directly today. Thank you.

I would now like to invite the second panel to the witness table.
Joining us on our second panel of witnesses are a set of other col-
leagues and it includes the Honorable John Yarmuth, the Honor-
able Robin Hayes, and the Honorable Artur Davis, as well as the
Honorable Patrick Murphy.

I welcome all of you gentlemen to our Subcommittee. As I have
done with the other witnesses, we thank you each for introducing
bills that we think get at the heart of the issues that we have ana-
lyzed and explored throughout a number of hearings in this Sub-
committee.

We are pleased to have you here. Thank you for joining us. I
know the schedules can be unpredictable, but we look forward to
hearing directly from you.

I would like to go ahead and start with Mr. Yarmuth. You are
recognized for 5 minutes.

STATEMENTS OF HON. JOHN A. YARMUTH, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KENTUCKY; HON.
ROBIN HAYES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA; HON. ARTUR DAVIS, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ALA-
BAMA; AND HON. PATRICK J. MURPHY, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN A. YARMUTH

Mr. YARMUTH. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman, Members of the
Subcommittee. I greatly appreciate the opportunity to be here
today to discuss the “Second Chance for America’s Veterans Act.”

As a small pilot program, the Incarcerated Veterans Transitional
Program or IVTP has reduced recidivism by 90 percent among par-
ticipants and saved the taxpayers $1.6 million in each of the six
locations where it has been implemented over the last 3 years.
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We are here today because by expanding this tremendous level
of success to a national scale, we could provide hope for thousands
of men and women who return to civilian life after years of serving
their country.

In my hometown of Louisville, Kentucky, Richard Waddell re-
turned home 10-percent disabled and suffering from Post Trau-
matic Stress Disorder, honorably discharged after 9 years service
in the National Guard, Army, and Marines. He had no job, no sup-
port, and a family to feed. Out of desperation, he turned to robbery
and was apprehended by law enforcement while buying groceries
for his family.

Unfortunately to this point, Richard’s story is far from unusual
among American’s veterans. Where his story departs is that when
he was released from jail for the second time, he met an IVTP rep-
resentative. The IVTP worker first helped him with the essentials,
clothes, food, and transportation. And from there, the dignity and
respect that Richard had earned serving our Nation returned.

Thanks to the help of IVTP, Richard was able to activate his VA
benefits and register for disability and he now has an apartment
and holds a good job. Next week, he will begin college. And a future
that once seemed bleak at best is now bright and full of promise.

IVIP has similarly aided 328 veterans in Kentucky by
partnering veterans transitioning out of prison with a professional
mentoring staff composed of veterans to help them get back on
their feet. Of those 328, just 22 returned to criminal activity after
engaging in the program, a recidivism rate of seven percent.

That number is impressive by any standard, but for a veteran
population that sees over half of its ranks return to prison, the suc-
cess of this program is extraordinary. Abandoning this success and
the men and women who served our country would not only be
counterproductive, but would also send a message that our vet-
erans only matter when our country needs them and not when they
need our country.

The “Second Chance for American Veterans Act” would expand
the highly successful IVTP pilot to a competitive grant program in
24 locations across the United States. Providers would assist vet-
erans who are exiting the corrections system by connecting them
with transitional housing, employment services, mental health and/
or substance abuse services and other community support.

After all that our veterans have given for this country, providing
them with such vital, effective, and proven services should be an
obligation, not an option. But this is not only about giving or for-
giving. This is also a matter of working for our National interests.

In Kentucky, we have the most rapidly growing prison popu-
lation in the Nation, a fact that has had a devastating effect on the
fiscal reality of the commonwealth. To keep a convict in prison for
a year, Kentucky spends over $18,000. By comparison, Volunteers
of America, which currently administers this program, spends be-
tween $700 and $1,200 to give a veteran the tools to stay out of
prison and contribute to society for a lifetime.

At a time when we search to find new approaches to stimulate
the economy and get a handle on America’s ever-growing deficit,
the “Second Chance for Veterans Act” offers the opportunity to sup-
port a program with a proven track record of providing immediate
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and substantial return on our investment while also repaying a
debt to those in uniform who sacrificed to serve our country.

This is a unique win-win for government. Still, the Department
of Labor has chosen not to continue this highly successful program
and without action by Congress, thousands of worthy veterans in
need would be abandoned by the Nation they served, left to bounce
around our overcrowded prison system.

So I thank the Committee for looking into this legislation and I
strongly urge the Members to support passage of H.R. 3467, the
“Second Chance for America’s Veterans Act.” Thank you, Madam
Chairwoman.

[The prepared statement of Congressman Yarmuth appears on
p. 52.]

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Thank you, Mr. Yarmuth.

Mr. Hayes, you are recognized.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBIN HAYES

Mr. HAYES. Thank you, Madam Chair and Members of the Sub-
committee, Mr. Hall. Thanks for bringing wisdom to the Sub-
committee today.

Chairwoman Herseth and other Members of the Subcommittee,
thank you for the opportunity to be here to address your Sub-
committee on an issue that impacts our National Guardsmen.
Today I am proud to stand before this Subcommittee in support of
a critical piece of legislation, “National Guard Employment Protec-
tion Act of 2007.”

As the Subcommittee is aware, the National Guard operations
tempo has increased exponentially since September 11th and the
Federal duties they have been charged with have created a unique
situation.

Previously, National Guard doing Federal missions were called
up under title 10 to active-duty status. The Global War on Terror
(GWOT) became increasingly apparent and there needed to be a
mechanism to allow the National Guard to perform Federal mis-
sions in Title 32 status. It is obvious that good staff work has
helped put this together because this was difficult to find. I thank
Ms. Shirley for her effort.

It has become clear that unified State, Federal cooperative em-
ployment of the National Guard provides a uniquely powerful tool
to address domestic security needs. Some examples of this type of
Federal Title 32 duty are air sovereignty, providing air defense for
our Nation, airport security, operations in support of natural disas-
ters, fighting wildfires, and border security to name a few.

More and more often we see operations in which the Federal
Government provides the funds, the State Governors provide the
authority and control to execute operations to secure the homeland.

This means that a greater number of National Guardsmen are
performing such duties, which unfortunately, are not covered under
the Uniformed Services Employment and Reemployment Rights
Act (USERRA). Prior to September 11th, there were essentially no
operational missions conducted by the Guard under Title 32, so
there was no loophole in the protection afforded Guardsmen for
their Federal service.
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To address the loophole, I along with Congresswoman Madeleine
Bordallo of Guam, introduced H.R. 3798, the “Employment Act.”
The bill would amend the “Uniform Services Employment and Re-
employment Rights Act 1994,” USERRA, to authorize the Secretary
of Defense to include full-time National Guard duty for exemption
from the USERRA 5-year limit on service.

Passage of the legislation will ensure that National Guard mem-
bers are not forced to choose between keeping their civilian jobs
and serving our Nation.

Since USERRA already authorizes exemptions for service sup-
porting critical active-duty missions, this amendment would simply
correct a disparity in the treatment of National Guard members.

It is essential that we make sure all our Nation’s heroes are
given adequate opportunity to support Federal missions without it
affecting their civilian job. The Guard has increasingly been called
on since September 11th. North Carolina has been one of the high-
est mobilization rates at over 97 percent.

Whether protecting our skies, saving lives in national disasters,
enhancing security, there is no doubt that the Guard is an essen-
tial part of the total force. America’s Guardsmen should never be
put in a position where they are forced to choose to support a crit-
ical mission or to protect their civilian jobs.

Seven years into fighting the Global War on Terror, we are start-
ing to see a small but increasing number of Guardsmen bumping
up against their 5-year USERRA protection. According to statistics
provided by the Guard Bureau, since September 11th, 6,984 of our
soldiers have been called up to perform Federal missions under
Title 32. Currently, 1,719 Guardsmen are performing duty under
Title 32 orders.

Air Guard has especially been impacted, particularly those air-
men performing air sovereignty alert missions. They are by no
means alone in their situations. This loophole affects the entire Na-
tional Guard.

If the “Guard Employment Protection Act” is not passed, Na-
tional Guardsmen may be forced again to choose between their jobs
and serving the Nation. Unfortunately, this is already starting to
occur. The problem would get worse as we near the current
USERRA 5-year protection limit.

The Guard is performing critical missions under Article 32. We
need to close this loophole. Legislation is fully supported by the En-
listed Guard Association and the United States National Guard As-
sociation. I believe they are in the room today. They have included
their letters of endorsement for the record.

[The letters are attached to Congressman Hayes prepared state-
ment, which appears on p. 53.]

The Bureau and U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) also favor
the closing of the loophole to protect the Guardsmen. Citizen sol-
diers fight to protect our Nation and our freedom. The very least
we can do is protect their right to serve and retain their livelihood
for themselves and their families.

Thank you very much for your serious consideration of this Act.
I know all the Members of the Subcommittee obviously share my
commitment to the Guard and strongly urge passage of the legisla-
tion. Thank you very much.
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[The prepared statement of Congressman Hayes appears on
p. 53.]

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Thank you, Mr. Hayes.

Mr. Davis, you are recognized for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF HON. ARTUR DAVIS

Mr. Davis. Thank you, Chairwoman Herseth Sandlin, and thank
you, Mr. Hall. Good to see you as well.

Now, let me begin by thanking the Chairwoman for her leader-
ship since she came to the Congress 4 years ago on these issues.
It is much appreciated.

Let me thank the Committee for giving me an opportunity to tes-
tify today on the “Reservist Access to Justice Act,” H.R. 3393. I am
proud to co-sponsor this legislation which deals with the employ-
ment rates of our Guards and Reservists.

I am happy to cosponsor this bill with Jason Altmire from Penn-
sylvania whose district has one of the highest percentages of
Guards and Reservists serving in the country and with Tim Walz
from Minnesota who is the highest Ranking Member of the Guard
serving in the U.S. Congress right now.

It would be inconceivable, Madam Chairwoman, to think, any
single one of us, that any employer in this country would terminate
someone because he or she served America. It would be inconceiv-
able to any of us in this room that any employer in this country
would decline to promote someone or cause someone to suffer an
adverse condition of employment because he or she served this
country.

But as inconceivable as it is to us, as illegal as it is under cur-
rent law, it happens. Let me give the Committee some numbers to
put this in perspective.

Between October 1st, 1996, and June 30th, 2005, 10,061 com-
plaints were filed with the Department of Labor by Guards and Re-
servists alleging that, exactly what I just described, happened to
them at places of businesses around this country.

About 70 percent of individuals who believe they experience dis-
crimination, actually did not even file a lawsuit, were not aware of
their protections under the law, or the law was so weak that it was
not worth their while or worth the while of counsel. We do have
a Federal statute. Mr. Hayes referenced it. It is called USERRA.
It is a good statute, but in many ways, it does not have teeth.

Guards and Reservists who file suit under this statute are
doomed to a second-class kind of litigation status. They are limited
substantially in the damages they can collect. If a judge finds that
they have been fired because of their status as a Guard or Reserv-
ist, right now the judge does not have the authority to even put
them back at work. They cannot get punitive damages as many in-
dividuals do who sue after being wrongfully discriminated against
and they face a variety of other procedural hurdles.

Well, this bill, H.R. 3393, seeks to give us the USERRA that our
country deserves and that our Guardsmen and Reservists deserve.
Let me outline some of its specific provisions.

Importantly, this bill would expand the availability of the dam-
ages that are available. Without getting into too much technical
lawyer talk today, right now Guard and Reserve members often
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cannot get compensatory damages. Only in limited circumstances
can they get those damages. This bill would make those damages
automatic unless an employer can show a good faith reliance on the
law that would bring Guards and Reservists in line with all of the
kinds of employment litigants around the country.

Our bill would provide for punitive damages in the worst and
most egregious cases of discrimination. That is what the law nor-
mally provides. When African Americans or women or other indi-
viduals believe that they have been discriminated against because
of their status and their employer is an especially bad case of-
fender, they can get punitive damages. This bill would allow the
same opportunity for Guards and Reservists.

This bill would hold State governments accountable. It might
amaze us that any entity funded by taxpayers would practice dis-
crimination against our citizen soldiers, but some do for various
reasons. Right now they are exempt from USERRA. We would hold
them accountable.

We also would allow plaintiffs when they win these cases to get
attorneys’ fees. As the lawyers in the room recognize as a practical
matter, it is tough to get good lawyers to bring employment dis-
crimination cases unless they know they will have a chance to re-
cover the cost of their labor because sometimes the damage awards
are not great enough to compensate them.

I end simply by saying this. There have been 600,000 individuals
who have been called up to serve this country since we were at-
tacked on September 11th. At one point in 2005, nearly 50 percent
of the soldiers in theater were members of the Guard and Reserve.
Sometimes the numbers have even gone higher than that.

These individuals who constitute the best citizen soldier force on
God’s Earth deserve the strongest level of protection we can give
them and they ought not be second-class litigants in any court.

And I thank the Committee for its consideration.

[The prepared statement of Congressman Davis appears on
p. 57.]

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Thank you, Mr. Davis.

Mr. Murphy, welcome to the Subcommittee. You are recognized
for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF HON. PATRICK J. MURPHY

Mr. MurpHY. Thank you very much, Ms. Chairwoman. I would
like to thank you, Chairwoman Herseth Sandlin, Ranking Member
Boozman, and also Congressman Hall, for holding this hearing and
giving me an opportunity to speak on behalf of my bill, H.R. 3298,
the “21st Century Servicemembers Protection Act.”

I would also like to thank the Members of the Committee staff
for your continued great work.

I would also like to ask the Committee again to grant permission
for letters of support for this bill written by the Veterans of Foreign
Wars, the Association of the United States Army, the Military Offi-
cers Association of America, the Fleet Reserves Association, and
the National Guard Association of the United States be entered
into the record.

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Hearing no objection, so ordered.
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[The letters are attached to Congressman Murphy’s prepared
statement, which appears on p. 59.]

Mr. MURPHY. Soon after my election to Congress, a friend of
mine, Captain John Gross, a Judge Advocate General (JAG) attor-
ney who does legal assistance work with the 101st Airborne Divi-
sion, the Screaming Eagles, contacted me to let me know about a
growing problem that many deployed servicemembers are currently
facing.

He explained to me that many of the soldiers he worked with
have had their credit reports damaged during their deployment
over issues concerning their contracts with cellular telephone or
Internet service providers. This JAG attorney was able to put one
of his own contracts on hold during his deployment, but to do so,
he was forced to pay a costly fee.

Looking into this further, I also discovered that some financial
institutions were slow or unwilling to reduce servicemembers’ in-
terest rates during their deployment even though these creditors
are already required to do so by law.

I learned that when servicemembers and their families ran into
problems with service providers and creditors, they not only had to
deal with the strain of deployment, but also faced repeated harass-
ment by collection agencies.

We owe the men and women of our Armed Forces better than
this. For decades, the “Soldiers and Sailors Civil Relief Act” and its
successor, the “Servicemembers Civil Relief Act,” (SCRA) have pro-
vided crucial financial protection for soldiers, sailors, airmen, Ma-
rines, and Guardsmen.

As we continue to send a new generation of servicemembers into
harm’s way, it is our obligation as Members of Congress to update
and modernize SCRA for today’s troops.

The “21st Century Servicemembers Protection Act” expands the
SCRA to cover service contracts such as cell phones, utilities, cable
television, or internet access. Similar to provisions that currently
exist for residential and automobile leases, this legislation will
allow troops with deployment orders to more easily terminate or
suspend their service contract without fee or penalty.

Currently creditors who knowingly or negligently fail to reduce
interest rates upon notification from a soldier with deployment or-
ders face no specific penalty.

Another provision of my bill would add a penalty to those credi-
tors who refuse to reduce interest rates after they are already re-
quired to do so under SCRA.

As a veteran of the United States Army and the War in Iraq, I
know how important it is that our troops be able to focus on accom-
plishing their mission and coming home safely without worry about
their credit rating or whether bill collectors are harassing their
families.

Since this bill’s introduction, my staff and I have worked with
the industries that will be affected by this legislation. In doing so,
we have developed compromised language that I believe maintains
the intent of the bill as introduced while alleviating the concerns
of the companies that will be affected by the passage of this legisla-
tion.



19

Notably we have adjusted the penalties to remove imprisonment
and made the size of any civil damages more reasonably tied to the
size of the violation. It is with great hope that the Committee will
adopt this revised language when the bill moves to markup.

We realize that there will still be a few adjustments that could
be made to the language of the bill and my staff and I are eager
to work with the Committee and do what it takes to get these pro-
tections enacted into law as soon as possible.

This is not a Democratic or Republican issue. This is about doing
what is right for our troops.

With that, I would like to again thank you, Madam Chairman,
and the Ranking Member, as well as Congressman Hall for giving
me the opportunity to speak today, and I am happy to answer any
questions that you may have. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Congressman Murphy appears on
p. 59.]

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Thank you, Mr. Murphy, for your mili-
tary service to the country and for introducing this important bill.

I want to thank all three of you for taking the time to testify
here. We have appreciated your insights and we appreciate your
hard work and dedication to our Nation’s veterans.

Mr. MurPHY. Thanks, ma’am. Ma’am, I would like to note on the
record, I see Congressman Hayes’ watch of the 82nd Airborne Divi-
sion. I mentioned the 101st Screaming Eagles. That is the second
best airborne unit in the entire world following behind the great
all-American division of the 82nd Airborne.

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Very good. Thank you, gentlemen.

I would now like to invite panel three to the witness table. Join-
ing us on our third panel of witnesses today, we have Mr. Ronald
Chamrin, Assistant Director of the Economic Commission for the
American Legion; Mr. Justin Brown, Legislative Associate of Na-
tional Legislative Service for the Veterans of Foreign Wars (VFW)
of the United States; Mr. Richard Daley, Associate Legislation Di-
rector for the Paralyzed Veterans of America (PVA); Mr. Patrick
Campbell, Legislative Director for the Iraq and Afghanistan Vet-
erans of America (IAVA); and Colonel Robert Norton, Deputy Di-
rector of Government Relations for the Military Officers Association
of America (MOAA).

Gentlemen, welcome to the Subcommittee. We are not sure when
the next set of votes will be called, but we do have another panel
after you. In the interest of time and respect to all the panelists
today, I would like to ask you to limit your testimony to 5 minutes.

I know that we have a lot of bills under consideration here and
so that may be difficult, but your entire written statement has been
entered into the Committee record.

Mr. Chamrin, we will begin with you and you always get us off
to a right start in keeping to your 5 minutes, so you are recognized.
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STATEMENTS OF RONALD F. CHAMRIN, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR,
ECONOMIC COMMISSION, AMERICAN LEGION; JUSTIN
BROWN, LEGISLATIVE ASSOCIATE, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE
SERVICE, VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS OF THE UNITED
STATES; RICHARD DALEY, ASSOCIATE LEGISLATION DIREC-
TOR, PARALYZED VETERANS OF AMERICA; PATRICK CAMP-
BELL, LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, IRAQ AND AFGHANISTAN
VETERANS OF AMERICA; AND COLONEL ROBERT F. NORTON,
USA (RET.), DEPUTY DIRECTOR, GOVERNMENT RELATIONS,
MILITARY OFFICERS ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA

STATEMENT OF RONALD F. CHAMRIN

Mr. CHAMRIN. Madam Chairwoman and Members of the Sub-
committee, thank you for this opportunity to present the American
Ledg‘ion’s view on pending legislation before the Subcommittee
today.

America needs a historic investment in the educational future of
this Nation’s veterans.

When the American Legion wrote the first draft of the “Service-
men’s Readjustment Act 1944,” it changed the course of American
history. A generation of heroes was able to join the middle class,
achieve homeownership, earn higher education, and live the Amer-
ican dream.

More famously known as the GI Bill, it was hailed by many as
the greatest piece of legislation ever. Sadly, as the generations
passed and memories dimmed, the GI Bill benefits were so dras-
tically reduced that many veterans either declined or denied even
the opportunity to participate in the program.

Few veterans today have the luxury of attending school without
also holding a job and many colleges are completely out of reach
simply due to financial barriers. The time to change history is once
again upon us.

No longer can we continue to call each piece of legislation in the
110th Congress a GI Bill. A true GI Bill encompasses such benefits
as housing, employment, job counseling and training, healthcare,
and education for veterans. These are the true tools for seamless
transition from warrior back to citizen.

A true GI Bill also accounts for the operational force of today’s
military. The DoD Manpower Data Center reports that since 2002
and as recent as February of 2008, the average cumulative length
of activation for all Reserve forces in support of GWOT is 438 days.
This accounts for 631,000 Reserve forces that are activated in sup-
port of the Global War on Terror.

On H.R. 4883, the American Legion supports this legislation.
This legislation would greatly assist those veterans that are de-
ployed to a combat zone and have little time to successfully transi-
tion from active-duty military to the civilian sector. It is unfair to
expect servicemembers to concentrate on fighting the battle over-
seas and then simultaneously attend to all their personal matters
at home.

Moreover, veterans have a positive track record of following
through with payments. During the fourth quarter of 2007, only
2.83 percent of homeowners using the VA’s Loan Guaranty Pro-
gram were seriously delinquent. This is much lower when com-
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pared to 6 percent of Federal Housing Administration (FHA) mort-
gages and a whopping 14.4 percent for the subprime mortgages.

And I will discuss pending legislation to amend the VA Loan
Guaranty Program. The American Legion supports elimination of
the VA home loan funding fee and petition Congress to appropriate
funding to sustain the VA Home Loan Program when the funding
fee is eliminated.

Currently only service-connected disabled veterans are exempt
from the funding fee. The VA funding fee charged to veterans was
enacted to defray the cost of the VA Guaranty Home Loan Pro-
gram. Congress is not required to appropriate funding for this pro-
gram. However, because veterans must now buy into the program,
it no longer serves the intent of helping veterans afford a home.

Approximately 80 percent of all VA Home Loan participants
must pay the current funding fee. In some aspects, the funding fee
makes the VA Home Loan Program less beneficial than the stand-
ard private loan. This has had a negative effect on many veterans
who choose not to participate in this highly beneficial program and
loan originations have been declining.

A long overdue remedy to the refinancing laws is needed. In
order to strengthen the Loan Guaranty Program, the law should be
amended to remove the 10 percent equity requirement in order to
refinance a home and to increase the refinancing limit a veteran
can obtain to match the maximum loan guaranty amount.

Specially adaptive housing is and will continue to be an impor-
tant issue as severely wounded veterans heal and transition out of
VA polytrauma facilities. For fiscal year 2008, as of March 31st,
550 veterans have had grants approved and 1,500 veterans are in
some stage of pursuit today.

I just want to note that there are 7,200 veterans currently being
tracked by the VA Loan Guaranty Service that are eligible for spe-
cially adaptive housing, but they are not taking advantage of it
right now. These veterans could request adaptive housing at any
time.

Studies required every 6 years to update plans and specifications
are not the proper solution. Rather, update the publication, have
continuous oversight, and constant updates to veterans, Congress,
and interested parties would better serve the veteran community.

The 800 pound gorilla in the room is the housing crisis affecting
veterans. The National Alliance to End Homelessness reports that
930,000 veterans pay more than 50 percent of their income toward
housing, be it renting or owning a home.

When testifying before your Subcommittee, economists, lenders,
Realtors, and other experts painted a bleak outlook for the future
in terms of veterans defaulting and foreclosing on their homes.

If a veteran loses his or her job, has a financial emergency, or
some other factor leading to delinquency, nearly one million vet-
erans could be close to losing their homes.

In conclusion, the American Legion appreciates the opportunity
to present its views on programs that will affect veterans, service-
members, and their families. An anonymous author once wrote, a
veteran is someone who at one point in their life wrote a blank
check made payable to the United States of America for the
amount up to and including my life. That is honor.
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And there are way too many people in this country who no longer
understand it. We believe that the Subcommittee does understand
it and the American Legion thanks you.

Madam Chairwoman and Members of the Subcommittee, this
concludes my testimony. I would be happy to answer any questions
you may have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Chamrin appears on p. 62.]

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Thank you.

Mr. Brown, you are recognized for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF JUSTIN BROWN

Mr. BROWN. Thank you.

Madam Chairwoman, Ranking Member Boozman, and Members
of this Subcommittee, on behalf of the 2.3 million members of the
Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States and our auxiliaries,
I would like to thank this Committee for the opportunity to testify.

The issues under consideration today are of great importance to
our members and the entire veteran population.

In the history of our Nation, there have always been great men
and women who put everything on the line for our country. Our
Nation is full of these heroes who join together to create the world’s
strongest, most impressive, and smartest military.

However, our military is not maintaining the quality of the force.
According to a recent U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO)
report, the percentage of high quality recruits in the Army fell to
49 percent in 2006. This is the lowest level in more than 20 years
and the lowest among the services. Also, the total number of med-
ical and criminal waivers has risen steadily from 11%2 percent of
recruits in 2004 to 16.9 percent of recruits in 2006.

From 1973 to 1985, similar recruitment standards produced vet-
erans that were three to four times more likely to be homeless than
their nonveteran counterparts even without most of this group suf-
fering the stresses and strains of combat or the mental and phys-
ical problems that follow.

The risks and costs of joining the Army are becoming more and
more apparent to young men and women who are eligible for re-
cruitment. To join today’s military is to risk death, it is to risk
mental and physical impairment, it is to risk one’s marriage, it can
risk the custody of one’s children, it can risk employment, and it
can risk economic success.

Meanwhile, the military’s strongest recruitment tool of a college
education is fast eroding as potential recruits learn of the shortfalls
and failures of the current benefits provided to those who risk ev-
erything for our Nation.

There are two strategies to solve the issue and respectively there
are two outcomes. The Army and Marine Corps have not met their
goal of high quality recruits since 2003. DoD’s response has been
to lower recruitment standards, thereby enlarging the pool of eligi-
ble recruits to meet their recruitment needs.

The consequence of such actions is creating a situation in which
the military becomes the employer of last resort. This will likely
lead us to larger expenditures in the long term than investing in
a robust, attractive, proven recruitment tool, a GI Bill that pays for
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the full cost of education, tuition, room and board, fees, and a cost-
of-living stipend.

Increased funding although necessary is not the only issue with
our current GI Bill. Our veterans in the military need a GI Bill
that incentivizes going to the best college possible, not the cheap-
est. Also, a new GI Bill ought to equitably distribute benefits to
veterans. A single payment system becomes inhibitive to many and
too generous for others.

Our military’s welfare ought to be considered a cost of war. We
can pay it now as an investment or pay it later in much great cost
to our government and our veterans. If we decide to defer this cost,
it will be for increased appropriations for permanent housing for
homeless veterans, increased appropriations for the expansion of
the Incarcerated Veterans Transition Program, and increased ap-
propriations due to veterans’ further reliance on the VA medical
and benefit systems.

The VFW asks that America does its best to ensure our veterans
a normal life with the same opportunities as those who chose to go
to a college or as those who chose to go into the workforce, vice
serving their Nation. It is simple and readily apparent, that if we
continue to fail to provide our young men and women a bridge from
the all volunteer force back to a civilian lifestyle, fewer high quality
young men and women will volunteer to serve their country.

In conclusion, the VFW supports all of the bills before the Sub-
committee today. However, we do not agree with the provisions
within some of these bills and we do not favor some of these bills
in comparison to others that are not being considered in today’s
hearing.

Madam Chairwoman and Members of this Subcommittee, this
concludes my testimony, and I will be pleased to respond to any
questions you or the Members of this Subcommittee may have.
Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Brown appears on p. 66.]

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Thank you, Mr. Brown.

There are about 13 minutes remaining in this vote. There are
about four votes, approximately 45 minutes.

Mr. Daley, I am going to recognize you for 5 minutes and then
I am going to recognize Counsel for the Ranking Member to sum-
marize or read statements that he had intended to put forth on his
bills before the Subcommittee and any others. I will have to leave
and then resume with Mr. Campbell once we return.

So, Mr. Daley, you are recognized.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD DALEY

Mr. DALEY. Chairwoman Herseth Sandlin, Ranking Member
Boozman, Members of the Subcommittee, the Paralyzed Veterans
of America would like to thank you today for the opportunity to
testify on various pending legislation.

We appreciate the Subcommittee’s focus on such a broad range
of issues. In the interest of time, I will limit my comments to just
a fev:1 of the bills while the rest of them are submitted for the
record.

On H.R. 5664, specially adaptive housing, while PVA supports
the intent of H.R. 5664, we have serious concerns with the lan-



24

guage of the bill as it is written. The legislation specifically calls
for the VA to regularly update specially adaptive housing plans and
specifications furnished to the veterans by the VA.

The VA is now responsible for providing plans and specifications
to the veterans who are eligible for the specially adaptive grant. It
provides assistance to the veterans through the application of ideas
presented in the Handbook for Design, Specially Adaptive Housing
VA Pamphlet 2613.

We believe that the language of the bill should read the Sec-
retary shall update the Handbook for Design at least once every 6
years. The update should include considerations for new and
unique disabilities to include vision impairments, impairment spe-
cifically by limb amputation, or some of the serious burn situations
that we are having now from the War on Terror.

PVA was fortunate to participate in the hearings held last year
regarding the application of specially adaptive housing grant. We
are well aware of the unique challenges faced by many of the vet-
erans with complex disabilities incurred while serving in the War
on Terror.

However, it is important to understand that the basic accessi-
bility concepts in the VA Pamphlet 2613 are not outdated as im-
plied during that hearing.

If there is a fault, it is that it seems to be basically centered
around wheelchair accessibility, but wheelchair accessibility is ba-
sically the pamphlet centers around a lot of universal design con-
cepts that are good for a lot of disabilities.

Furthermore, the accessibility recommended in the suggested VA
Pamphlet 2613 actually exceeds “Americans With Disabilities Act”
recommendations as well as fair housing accessibility guidelines.
With that thought in mind, PVA supports the legislation if the lan-
guage can be changed to reflect the intent of the bill.

The bill, H.R. 3889, the study of the vocational rehabilitation,
PVA fully supports H.R. 3889, a bill that would require the VA to
conduct a longitudinal study of veterans who enter the vocational
rehabilitation program beginning with fiscal year 2008.

We believe that the Vocational Rehabilitation and Employment
(VR&E) is critical to the reintegration of severely disabled veterans
into civilian life. The primary mission of VR&E program is to pro-
vide veterans with service-connected disabilities all the necessary
services and assistance to achieve maximum independence and
daily living and to maximize the extent feasible to become employ-
able and to obtain and maintain suitable employment.

In fact, PVA places such an importance on vocational rehabilita-
tion that last year, we designed our own vocational rehabilitation
program to further support what the VA is currently doing.

The concept of the program is to provide vocational rehabilitation
services under a PVA corporate partnership that augments many
of the existing vocational programs. PVA believes that by intro-
ducing the veteran with a spinal cord injured disability to voca-
tional rehabilitation counseling soon in their rehabilitation process
is beneficial for the veteran.

The partnership that the VA and Healthnet Federal Services
has, PVA opened its first vocational rehabilitation office in the Spi-
nal Cord Center of the VA Medical Center in Richmond, Virginia,
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in July of 2007. The workload in our pilot office has grown rapidly
and our PVA vocational rehabilitation counselor in Richmond is
currently carrying a caseload of more than 107 veterans. Encour-
aged by our rapidly growing caseload in Richmond, the establish-
ment of productive relationships with the VA’s Veterans Health
Administration and Vocational Rehabilitation and Employment,
PVA recently opened a second vocational rehabilitation office in
Minneapolis under the corporate sponsorship of TriWest.

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Mr. Daley, I am sorry. I am going to have
to cut you off because I still want to get Mr. Brinck recognized be-
fore I have to get over to the Capitol. Okay?

Mr. DALEY. Okay.

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. And then——

Mr. DALEY. Thank you for this opportunity.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Daley appears on p. 69.]

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. You bet. Thank you, Mr. Daley.

Mr. Brinck.

Mr. BRINCK. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman for extending the
courtesy to me. I will just very quickly summarize Mr. Boozman’s
two bills that you have been so good to bring before the Committee.

H.R. 3681, the “Veterans Benefits Awareness Act of 2007,” will
authorize VA to use national electronic media to advertise veterans’
benefits, employment at the VA, whatever they would deem appro-
priate.

I know when we were researching the background on this bill,
there seemed to be difference of opinion among the VA staff as to
whether they were currently authorized under law to spend appro-
priated funds in that manner. This would make it clear that the
Congress’ intent is to modernize the way VA does this outreach.

The second bill, H.R. 3889, would require VA to conduct a 20-
year longitudinal study for those participating in vocational reha-
bilitation. Unfortunately, the data that the Department has on the
outcomes of vocational rehabilitation and you could probably also
say the other business lines within VBA is relatively sparse. And
I would note that the Department’s testimony, while it opposes the
bill, has some, I think, good technical corrections that will improve
the bill and we would certainly like to consider those as we move
forward.

And, finally, I would like to read Mr. Boozman’s statement in
support of H.R. 5684, your GI Bill. It says, “as an original cospon-
sor of your GI Bill, H.R. 5684, I believe that unlike some other of
the nearly 40 veterans’ education bills that have been introduced,
H.R. 5684 is an approach that is manageable and affordable. Vet-
erans will get between 17,000 and 18,000 per school year, not
counting other Federal aid, and VA will not be required to retool
its system to pay the benefits.”

“I am very pleased that we will be taking action on improving
education benefits for our veterans and I look forward to passing
the bill next week.”

Thank you very much, Madam Chairwoman.

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Thank you.

I will return hopefully in not too much time.

Thank you for your patience and we will resume with Mr. Camp-
bell. Thanks.
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[Recess.]

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Okay. Thank you for waiting. Sorry it
took longer than we anticipated.

Mr. Campbell, you are now recognized for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF PATRICK CAMPBELL

Mr. CAMPBELL. It is kind of like icing the kicker. But, no. It is
very good to be back.

Madam Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for
this opportunity to testify. It is very good to be here and not have
to leave to go to class or go study for the Bar. It truly is wonderful.

We want to start off by saying that IAVA believes that H.R.
5684, the “Veterans Education Improvement Act,” with its substan-
tial increases in the level of education benefits and innovative
modifications to Chapter 30, will help veterans across the country
to see a considerable improvement in their education benefits.

We thank the Chairwoman and this Committee for their hard
work in creating this bill. And we look forward to working with you
to make sure that this bill is the best bill it can be.

With that, as we have 13 bills, we are going to try to get to, what
recommendations we feel would be good additions to this bill.

TAVA does have some concerns that this bill does not address key
structural flaws with the current benefit system. First, flat rate
education benefits creates an incentive for veterans to go to the
chleapest school and does not reward veterans for challenging them-
selves.

The genius behind the original 1944 GI Bill was that it chal-
lenged veterans to be all they could be by rewarding those who
challenged themselves and attended better and more expensive
schools.

However, under this proposal, a veteran attending a community
college in rural America will be pocketing almost $7,000 while
other veterans will still need to take out loans or to work to see
their education paid for.

If you look at my testimony on page 2, you will see how this cur-
rent proposed benefit in this program is broken out between 4 dif-
ferent schools, Southeast Technical in your State, Madam Chair-
woman; the University of Arkansas; my school, California Berkeley;
and Notre Dame, which two of the distinguished Members went to.

Now, I am the first to admit when I was wrong. When I origi-
nally read this bill, I thought the $500 benefit, the monthly stipend
was going to be starting right away. Because it is not starting for
2 years, you actually need to subtract $4,500 from the amount that
I have given. So let me make a few little adjustments here.

If you attend Southeast Technical under the current bill for the
next 2 years, you will only be getting $2,350 more than you would
need to go to Southeast Technical. If you were to go to University
of Arkansas, this bill would leave $4,108 to be able to afford to go
to the University of Arkansas. If you were to go to University of
California, it would be $12,200, and Notre Dame, $35,600.

Now, IAVA would like to see that the $500 be implemented right
away and just included in the original benefit. There is no reason
to make it a monthly stipend, just make it part of the initial in-
crease.
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If you still want to wait 2 years, we encourage you to not make
it a monthly stipend, but increase the benefit in 2 years because,
otherwise, you are going to get in a situation where Reservists are
not going to be able to get this benefit. I am worried that they are
not going to be able to get this benefit because the way it is struc-
tured right now, it says that those people taking “under this chap-
ter” and because Reservists take under Chapter 1607, a different
chapter, it would exclude them from this bill.

Also, for many veterans, as I just laid out, attending schools in
high cost urban areas, this benefit will not cover the full cost of an
education. It will not cover the cost at any of the University of Cali-
fornia campuses, nor 14 of the California State Universities.

TAVA believes that we need to make a commitment to our vet-
erans that if a veteran wants to attend a public university any-
where in the country, it should be covered by the GI Bill.

We, therefore, recommend modifying this bill to provide an incen-
tive for veterans that challenge themselves by creating a tuition
credit to a set amount, preferably the average tuition cost at a pub-
lic university. This will ensure every public university is within
reach for our service men and women and that the benefit will
challenge those to be the best they can be.

Lastly, IAVA is concerned that this bill does not have a mecha-
nism for keeping the benefit up with the rising cost of education.
By looking at the second chart on my testimony on page three, you
will see that in 10 years, we will be in the same situation we are
right now where 2-year universities will be the only type of benefit
available to veterans who depend on their GI Bill benefits to pay
for school.

TAVA recommends linking yearly increases of education benefits
to be based on the rising cost of education as tracked by the De-
partment of Education and not on the consumer price index as is
done now.

We appreciate the work that you and the Committee have done
on this bill. We look forward to working with you to ensure that
we keep our promise to veterans that they can go to school both
now and tomorrow.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Campbell appears on p. 72.]

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Thank you, Mr. Campbell.

Colonel Norton, you are now recognized for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF COLONEL ROBERT F. NORTON, USA (RET.)

Colonel NORTON. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. It is good to
see you again and we thank you and the Members of the Sub-
committee for this opportunity to appear before you today on behalf
of the Military Officers Association of America.

Listening to Patrick, I just want to say it is just an honor for me
personally to work with this distinguished young American veteran
and a number of the other folks at this table. Patrick has been a
tireless advocate for the GI Bill representing the brave young men
and women who have served in Iraq and Afghanistan. And we real-
ly appreciate the work that he and his colleagues in IAVA have
done on the GI Bill.

In a hearing before this Subcommittee, Madam Chairwoman, in
January, I stated that MOAA’s top two priorities for the GI Bill
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this year are, first, to raise rates to cover at least the average cost
of a public college education and, second, to authorize Reservists to
earn GI Bill benefits for multiple tours of active duty.

We are very pleased to see that H.R. 5684, your bill, addresses
the first priority and then some. The upgrades in H.R. 5684 are
substantial. We thank you, Madam Chairwoman and Ranking
Member Boozman, for the bill and we support it.

Our second priority, however, permitting Reservists to accrue GI
Bill benefits as they serve on active duty is not addressed in H.R.
5684. However, I was very encouraged to hear you and Chairman
Filner and the full Committee Ranking Member, Mr. Buyer, talk-
ing about the need for what Mr. Buyer called an “equity fix” in this
regard and the fact that you share the sentiment that we need to
do more for our Reserve warriors.

And for that reason, MOAA strongly supports as a first step pas-
sage of Chairman Filner’s H.R. 4889 to integrate the operational
Reserve GI Bill into title 38.

When General Petraeus completed his testimony before Congress
last week, the President announced that the Army rotations to Iraq
and Afghanistan will be reduced to 12 months going forward, that
can only mean that there will be more deployments of Guard and
Reserve units.

If the Army is going to be able to sustain operations in both
countries for the indefinite future, it can only do that through in-
creased deployments and call-ups of our Guard and Reserve troops.
They are bearing a bigger share of the operational load and that
will only increase in the future. They should not be denied credit
for all of their active-duty service. The principle on this issue is
quite simple. Same service, same battlefield, same benefits.

MOAA also strongly supports legislation to improve financial
protections for our troops under the “Servicemembers Civil Relief
Act.” H.R. 3298 would allow a servicemember who receives a per-
manent change of station or deployment order to terminate its cell
phone or similar personal services contract without steep financial
penalty.

Chairman Filner’s H.R. 4883 would protect a returning service-
member for 1 year from a mortgage foreclosure or property seizure
action. MOAA urges the Subcommittee to endorse both measures.

MOAA and our colleagues in the Military Coalition also strongly
support H.R. 3393 to strengthen reemployment rights protections
for our activated troops under the “Uniform Services Employment
and Reemployment Rights Act.”

In addition, we recommend the Subcommittee adopt legislation
to assign one Federal agency the responsibility to track and report
both formal and informal claims under the USERRA as recom-
mended by the GAO.

I want to close, Madam Chairwoman, by offering a few remarks
on what we see as an historic opportunity before this Subcom-
mittee and the Congress.

I met the author of the GI Bill named for him, the late G.V.
Sonny Montgomery, on a number of occasions. Early this decade,
Mr. Montgomery spoke at the first press conference of the Partner-
ship for Veterans Education, giving his endorsement of a new total
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force GI Bill that would match benefits to the average cost of a
public college education.

Today there is a rising tide in both chambers to do the right
thing on the GI Bill this year. And, of course, you and your fellow
colleagues on the Subcommittee were talking about that at the be-
ginning of this hearing.

There are different approaches to that goal, but it is a goal that
more and more lawmakers are recognizing and embracing in both
the House and Senate. We at MOAA fervently hope that Members
of this Subcommittee and the entire Congress will be able to look
back with enormous pride years from now on their work today on
the GI Bill.

As with the great World War II GI Bill, the GI Bill that bears
Mr. Montgomery’s name and which helped the fragile all volunteer
force experiment to succeed, we believe this is a rare moment to
make a new GI Bill for a new century and a new force.

A better GI Bill will be an engine for quality recruiting and a
sound investment not only in and for our warriors but for the fu-
ture of our great Nation.

Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. I look forward to your ques-
tions.

[The prepared statement of Colonel Norton appears on p. 78.]

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Thank you. I appreciate the testimony of
all of our witnesses.

Let me start with posing a question to all of you, but most di-
rectly in response to verbal testimony you provide to the Sub-
committee to Mr. Brown, Mr. Campbell, and Colonel Norton.

Given that there is broad agreement as you heard at the outset
of this Subcommittee hearing for a comprehensive approach, can
you describe to me how you have been working with the House
Armed Services Committee as it relates to addressing the provi-
sions for Selected Reserve within their jurisdiction?

Colonel NorTON. Well, first, I would like to say, Madam Chair-
woman, that while—the issue of jurisdiction is a real one, inside
baseball, if you will, and the issue of mandatory spending is a real
one, the fact of the matter is that soldiers on the battlefield serve
together. They deploy together. They go into harm’s way together.
And we believe there is a way to overcome the jurisdictional, the
territorial turf battles involving this issue.

And I agree with you and Ranking Member, Mr. Buyer, that I
think Representative Snyder is a key guy, a key Member to move
this issue. And I am also encouraged by the fact that a senior De-
fense Department official said before your Subcommittee in Janu-
ary that he sees no objection from the Department in moving the
Reserve GI Bill, the operational GI Bill under Chapter 1607, title
10, over here to title 38. And that is where I would start on any
discussion on this.

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Okay. Before other responses, I agree
that we should not allow jurisdictional issues to result in a lack of
focus of those of us on Committees, but perhaps do not have direct
jurisdiction over these issues to make noise and advance the effort.

However, we undertook that last year. We undertook the juris-
dictional change last year working with all of you and we did not
get it done. Now, we made some steps forward to, perhaps, that
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way and I agree that Dr. Snyder is a key Member on this Com-
mittee, on the Armed Services Committee, in doing so.

We do not want to limit our options in making improvements. I
would hope that you would all keep us apprised as to your work
with other key Members both on the House Armed Services and
the Senate Armed Services Committee as it relates to finally enact-
ing a jurisdictional change that will ease the way of addressing the
equity issues for the National Guard and Reserve.

That is why I posed the question, because we, on this Committee,
are always assisted enormously by your efforts, when we know that
you working alongside with us are making inroads with Commit-
tees that have the jurisdiction as of today versus the jurisdiction
that we wish we had today.

Mr. Campbell or Mr. Brown, do you care to also address this
question?

Mr. CAMPBELL. We have been working with Members of the
House Armed Services Committee, but not with the staff. I know
I have talked to your staff about this before. We have been dealing
directly with Members, talking about the need for having this fix.
We have not approached the staff directly.

Mr. BROWN. Madam Chairwoman, I concur with Patrick’s com-
ments. We have been actively engaging the individual Members in
regards to increasing the GI Bill and especially in regards to the
Reserve and Guard issues, but we have not actively talked about
jurisdictional issues.

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Let me just say before moving on to other
questions, some of what we have been working on outside of the
formal Committee hearing process is also inside baseball in keep-
ing all of our strategic options open in getting this objective
achieved.

While I understand the concern that the bill under consideration
today that Mr. Boozman and I introduced does not include some of
the provisions that you would ultimately like to see enacted, it does
not include provisions I would ultimately like to see enacted.

Mr. Boozman and I, as you know, have been pretty loud advo-
cates for addressing the equity issue and working with our col-
leagues both here in the House and in the Senate.

However, I think that one could make the argument that if we
can get momentum behind this bill, that will improve our position
to make the case that we also have to address the equity issue for
Guard and Reserves if we move this bill, because then you have a
greater gap if you do not do so.

I just want to lay that out so you understand my thinking to try
to keep all options on the table as we continue these rather onerous
negotiations with a lot of different players not only in our chamber
but over in the Senate.

Mr. Campbell, in your testimony, I just want to make sure that
I am clear so that we can get on the same page with regard to facts
and we know what sources everyone is using.

You state that the average cost of a public school education is
$17,336 a year. We contacted the U.S. Department of Education
who informed us that for the 2007-2008 school years, tuition and
fees were $6,185, room and board, $7,404 for a total of $13,589.
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That information comes from the College Board’s annually updated
publication of trends and college pricing.

Mr. CAMPBELL. I used the same one, but on the next page where
it talks about, the same exact document that you are using, there
is actually miscellaneous expenses, that we need to be talking
about when discussing the total cost of education, not just tuition,
room and board. The next page says that the total cost is 17,336
per year for a public school for next year.

So one of the things while we were going through this, I had my
staff looking at tuition, room and board, but then you also have
miscellaneous expenses.

And so what I normally like to do when I reference the total cost
of education, I look at what people can apply for in terms of finan-
cial aid because the Department of Education authorizes a student
up to a certain amount. This expected number is what would be re-
quired to actually go to school and make that your full-time job.

And so that is what that number is. And I can get you the ref-
ell")ence, but it is the same exact document that you are talking
about.

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Okay. I would appreciate if you could get
us that information. That assumes that the student is not doing
any part-time work, no work study, et cetera, right?

Mr. CAMPBELL. Exactly. Our premise is that school should be
their full-time job.

[The information was provided by Mr. Campbell in the post-hear-
ing questions and responses for the record, which appear on p. 72.]

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Let me explore a little with you on this
issue of the structural flaw that you think that there is a possi-
bility that veterans will choose the cheapest alternative, you cited
Southeast Tech and you cited University of Arkansas and Notre
Dame and University of California.

I am interested in exploring this further with you and I am inter-
ested in what your fellow panelists would think about this. But,
part of what we have tried to do on the Subcommittee as well is
to make sure that veterans have a lot of flexibility in utilizing their
GI Bill benefits.

While I am certain that there might be a subset of veterans that
might make those types of economic decisions and not challenge
themselves as much as we may think they have the potential to do,
I also know that a number of students who go to Southeast Tech-
nical Institute choose Southeast Technical Institute because of
their areas of interest and wanting to be trained for a specific voca-
tion, a specific growing industry, that they do not necessarily think
a 4-year college degree is better suited to them.

How do we grapple with that issue?

Mr. CAMPBELL. I definitely agree that you need to compare ap-
ples to apples, and 4-year universities like Berkeley, University of
Arkansas are not for everyone.

If you look at my testimony, in 2000, RAND did a study and
came out with the fact that 90 percent of veterans go to 2-year col-
%eges while 38 percent of all students usually attend 2-year col-
eges.

So what we are talking about is most people end up going to 2-
year colleges for their first 2 years and then try to transfer. Now,
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that does not mean currently 90 percent of veterans are going to
2-year colleges.

In 2000, of the veterans going to school, 90 percent of them went
to 2-year colleges at some point in their college career. So this is
twice as much as the average student.

So structurally there is a problem where we incentivize, going to
the cheapest school. I mean, when you have a choice between going
to a school where you can fully afford it and not have to work and
you are going to be able to keep some money versus really chal-
lenging yourself, by going out on the limb, because for a lot of these
guys, I mean—Ilet us talk about my unit.

Half my guys that I went overseas with had GEDs. When they
come home and they wanted to go to Louisiana State University,
they could not do it because they could not handle the academic
rigor while having two jobs at the same time. If they are going to
go to a harder school, school needed to be their full-time job versus
if they go to ULL, which is the University of Louisiana Lafayette,
the curriculum is a lot easier. They could just go and they did not
have to try at all.

And the reason why I know this is because when I contacted the
VA about, what are the top 25 schools that, GI Bill users are going
to, University of Phoenix tops the list. Eight of the top ten schools
are, some form of correspondence courses.

So, I understand that for some people 4-year universities are not
the way to go. That is why you create an incentive, so people can
choose. You want that flexibility.

That is also why IAVA is recommending that you have a tuition
cap of some sort that flexes, that says we will give up to, we sug-
gest at least $6,000. I would say 80 percent of the people would
never get anywhere near that $6,000.

But for those people who are making decisions, can I go to a
tougher school? Can I go to a tougher school versus can I go to a
tougher school and work a job? Another job or two jobs just to af-
ford to go there, this tuition will challenge them and give them the
way to make going to school their full-time job.

Mr. CHAMRIN. Madam Chair, could I comment on that?

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Please. Then I want to recognize Counsel
for the Ranking Member for follow-up questions he may have.

Mr. CHAMRIN. The American Legion views all veterans as equal.
So regardless of what they did when they did it, a veteran is a vet-
eran. They should have equal status.

With a flat rate, what that will do is inadvertently have some
veterans who served side by side be able to afford, say, a college
in Maryland for $10,000 a year. But if they want to go to another
private school, say Duke University, who is another ACC school,
they will receive that flat rate, but they will not be able to pay for
the whole thing and they will have to take out loans.

They can serve side by side, but that flat rate does not have the
equity. So some sort of fix would be probably advantageous to the
veteran so there is no, how would I say, people are not jealous of
another person for going to a school when they cannot.

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Because of their personal finances?

Mr. CHAMRIN. Let us say someone gets into Duke University. It
is an ACC school, costs about $30,000 a year.
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Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Right.

Mr. CHAMRIN. I believe that the H.R. 5684 pays what, $17,000
approximately a year? So they are short $13,000. If a veteran who
serves side-by-side decides to go to the University of Maryland, it
costs about ten to eleven thousand dollars a year. They will be able
to pay for that school and get additional money.

So now you are having two different tiers of veterans going to
college, but they are receiving two different—one will be in debt
and then one will receive an overpayment, yet they served the
same exact timeframe while in service.

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. But I think inherent in your point there
is assuming that one of the veterans has an economic background
either before going into the service or while in service or other
members of his or her family that have the wherewithal to make
up the difference in tuition.

Mr. CHAMRIN. If a veteran is able to go to Duke University, able
to go to Wake Forest, they should be able to go and not have to
take out a full $17,000 loan to cover the difference that the GI Bill
will not pay for regardless of where they come from, their economic
status.

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Mr. Chamrin—you are going further
than I think Mr. Campbell was going in that you think it should
be the full cost of tuition of the veteran’s choice.

Mr. CHAMRIN. Right. And similar to the World War II GI Bill for
a veteran to go to Harvard, pay for Harvard. If a veteran wants
to go to South Dakota, pay for South Dakota.

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. I understand what you are saying there,
although in my opening statement, I looked at the 2007—I cited a
recent report that compared the dollar amount in 2007 dollars and
what the original GI Bill was.

Now, I know we want to do some things on this Committee that
are not directly in our jurisdiction, but we also have the issue of
the rising cost of tuition at private universities as well as public
colleges and universities, and we are trying to grapple with that
issue too.

I hear what you are saying, and we have seen even a modifica-
tion of Senator Webb’s bill as it relates to the average cost by
State. My concern with that is then you are going to have the pos-
sibility of veterans maybe going to California schools instead of to
South Dakota schools based on the overall amount of what benefit
they can reach.

So, there are unintended consequences with all of this, and I ap-
preciate everyone’s perspective as to how our bill is constructed,
changes you would like to make versus the standard of what you
are describing. Do all the panelists still advocate that as a top pri-
ority, that we cover the cost of full tuition of the college or univer-
sity of the veteran’s choosing?

Mr. BROWN. The Veterans of Foreign Wars does advocate for
that. We are actively engaged in trying to get a GI Bill that is
going to pay for the full cost of education at any university.

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. But that does not mean you are opposed
to bills that have been introduced in the House or the Senate that
fall short of that?

Mr. BROWN. No. We are not. Correct.
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Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. I would now like to recognize

Colonel NORTON. Madam Chairwoman, if I could just add our po-
sition, is that we support increasing the benefit to cover at least
the national average cost. And with the Partnership for Veterans
Education over the last 7 years and the Partnership includes all
the major education associations, the idea of benchmarking the
benefit so that it keeps pace year after year after year with the cost
of education.

That way, in a sense, you kind of overcome the debates because
you have a single standard and you are able to match that stand-
ard year after year, as you indicated, as measured by the Depart-
ment of Education’s data.

I think that would be a great way, for example, for recruiters to
basically market, if you will, the GI Bill, because you have a very
clear idea of what is out there, what you get, and what you receive
when you complete your service.

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Very good point. While the bill that Mr.
Boozman and I introduced does not necessarily have that inflation
adjustment, some of the figures that you cite in some of the testi-
mony that was submitted assumes there would be no Congressional
intervention to make up for that in better budget times. We cer-
tainly appreciate the point you are making, especially as it relates
to giving young men and women who may be considering entering
the service, to give those recruiters some more concrete informa-
tion, if it was in law, that it is always going to keep pace rather
than wondering at what point in ad hoc fashion Congress might in-
tervene.

Mr. Brinck.

Mr. BRINCK. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. I appreciate the
courtesy you are extending to me.

Just a comment before I ask a couple of questions. I think it is
a basic fallacy to equate the quality of an education with the cost
of an education. Certainly the elite universities in this country offer
first-rate education.

But there are certainly lots of State-supported institutions, you
know, you could take any of the major universities, the University
of Michigan, the Cal system, are all recognized as wonderful insti-
tutions that provide a first-rate education.

So I think making an argument based on the cost of an education
is just inappropriate.

Now, do each of your organizations support H.R. 5684? Mr.
Chamrin.

Mr. CHAMRIN. At this time, we have not taken a position. We cer-
tainly do not oppose. And there are actually a lot of provisions that
we like in the bill. But at this very moment in time, we have no
position on this bill.

Mr. BROWN. At this time, the VFW does support H.R. 5684. How-
ever, it is not our favorite bill in regards to education. We believe
that it needs to be based on a system that is relevant to the en-
tirety of the country and the different geographic regions and the
different costs of education.

Mr. DALEY. Paralyzed Veterans of America, we would support
some of the things in H.R. 5684. But the reduced fee of $50 a
month for the E-1 or E-2 to put in, that is still a lot of money.
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And there was not a cost for the World War II veteran to go or the
Vietnam era veteran to go. They did not have to put in money to
be part of the program. So that is one thing that we would oppose
about the program. And, of course, we certainly want to see the
Guard and Reserve included in any program, but that is another
issue.

Mr. CAMPBELL. IAVA has not taken a position on this bill.

Colonel NORTON. As I testified, we support H.R. 5684.

Mr. BrRINCK. Thank you.

Changing the subject slightly, Colonel Norton, you mentioned the
USERRA enforcement.

Does each of your organizations have an opinion on what one
Federal agency should be responsible for USERRA enforcement?

Colonel NORTON. No, Mr. Brinck, we have not looked into the
technical side of that at this point in time.

Mr. CAMPBELL. If I had to speak on behalf of our organization,
I would say we prefer the Office of Special Counsel, but that is just
me shooting off the hip.

Mr. DALEY. Counsel, we do not have a position on that, but pos-
sibly the Department of Justice could take it over. That is some of
the talk among some of the veterans groups. But it certainly needs
more enforcement than it has now.

Mr. BROWN. The VFW does not have a position on this.
hMr. CHAMRIN. Like everyone else, we do not have a position on
this.

Mr. BrINCK. Okay. If there was a bill floating around out there
that the Department of Veterans Affairs said would essentially
cause VA to administer, have to administer the bill for the benefit
program in a manner that would cause a significant increase in the
backlog of claims processing for education benefits, would you sup-
port that bill?

Colonel NORTON. Put in those terms, no. But I think there are
fixes that can be made in terms of administrative software support,
et cetera. I mean, those systems, current systems, are 30 years old
in the VA. So they have to be modernized in any case.

Mr. BRINCK. But if such a bill passed today and it takes some
amount of time to put new systems in place to replace the old anti-
quated systems, and you are exactly right, by the way, would you
still support such a bill?

Mr. CHAMRIN. The American Legion would. We would support
the bill. If it passes tomorrow and it takes a year to get the benefit
online, it is going to take a year from 6 months from now. It is
going to take a year from a year from now. The more we wait, the
longer that these veterans are not able to afford the cost of college.

Colonel NORTON. Mr. Brinck, this was an issue, is an issue that
was raised by Senator Akaka with respect to Senator Webb’s S. 22.
And Senator Akaka, however, has agreed to cosponsor the bill. And
so the similar concerns that you are asking us about and raising
apparently have been addressed to the Chairman of the Senate
Veterans’ Affairs Committee’s satisfaction. So we think other ap-
proaches should be looked at as well.

Mr. BrRINCK. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Let me pose a question to all of you
about Congressman Murphy’s bill on the service providers. In seek-
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ing to protect servicemembers from creditors and increased interest
rates for credit cards and some of the issues that have arisen for
servicemembers with cell phone contracts, do you think that the
proposed changes in H.R. 3298 could influence providers in the fu-
ture to adopt stricter policies for new applicants?

Mr. CAMPBELL. I have been waiting for someone to ask me this
question. And, I mean, I

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Thanks for the thumbs up.

Mr. CAMPBELL. I appreciate it. I appreciate it.

I spent my first day back from Iraq in a Cingular Wireless store
for 5% hours suffering probably my worst fit of Post Traumatic
Stress Disorder that I ever had, screaming at people because they
would not give me a phone. And I had paid the entire 14 months
I was on deployment, about $15 a month, so that I could keep my
service, on the premise that when I got home, I would get, to be
able to turn on my service.

And, it is funny because I had to actually leave Cingular Wire-
less, go and sign up with Verizon. That was the only way for me
to get a phone and to get my service turned on that day.

To put in context, we landed 2 days before Hurricane Rita was
about to hit. I was with the Louisiana National Guard. So getting
a phone was not just about me being about to talk to my family.
It was about the fact that we had to evacuate in a day and a half
and my family did not know if I was going to be okay.

And so, what I could not understand is while I was fighting with
them, they kept coming up with these rules that my father was
originally on the account and because the account was made on my
father’s account and not mine, I was, therefore, denied any protec-
tions under the “Servicemembers Civil Relief Act,” so that even if
I had wanted to cancel the contract right there, they said, oh, you
do not even have that right. And I replied I have been a customer
with you guys for 3% years. I have been paying just so I could keep
my phone and now you are telling me no.

It took 7 months for me to get this resolved, and a complaint to
the Federal Communication Commission. And the taste that was
left in my mouth was that we do not have adequate protection for
servicemembers dealing with service contracts. A veteran needs to
be able to know that they can go away, keep their phone number,
and keep their service and not have to pay a fee because if you can-
cel the contract, you are fine. But if you try to keep the contract,
you are at their will. There are no protections whatsoever at that
point for you. You pay whatever fee they want. And after 6 months,
I started getting bills for the full rate. It was insanity. Like this
was a huge—I am sorry. I get a little passionate about this.

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Would H.R. 3298 as drafted, as written,
would it have solved the particular problems you experienced?

Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes. And specifically it is modeled after the “Illi-
nois Cell Phone for Servicemembers Act” that was passed a couple
years ago. That has been quite successful in Illinois. Basically it al-
lows you to suspend service. And it gives you that right.

Right now you do not have that right, so, therefore, the cell
phone companies or the service providers can decide the cir-
cumstances in which that will happen. It also deals directly with
making contracts on behalf of, not just making contracts by. That
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is a huge difference for a lot of people who are using their parents
as a creditor in order to get onto the service contract in the first
place.

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Does anyone else care to respond to the
question about whether or not the providers would put stricter con-
trols on new applicants? Mr. Campbell, the answer to the question
is that, you are not worried based on what you see in the bill and
maybe what Illinois’ experience has been, that providers would
then put stricter controls on even new applicants that are going in?

Mr. CAMPBELL. I mean, there are cell phone companies all over
bases, all over the place. They know this is happening. And I am
not worried. If anything, the rules that I had to follow while I was
there could not get any stricter.

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Anyone else care to comment?

[No response.]

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. I apologize to our fourth panel. You have
been very patient. I think this may be just one vote, but I will
make sure that Mr. Lara here updates you so you can know how
much time you may have to be doing other business either on cell
phones or being away from the Committee hearing room for a time.

I thank you for your patience. In light of that, we may have some
additional follow-up questions that we will want to submit to you
in writing. I appreciate your testimony, your service to the country,
to our Nation’s veterans, and your willingness to come together to
address 13 different bills, not all of which address all the same top-
ics, but we do want to move on a number of these bills. Your in-
sights are important to us in a more formal setting in addition to
all of the work that has been undertaken with you, with Committee
staff on both sides of the aisle.

I thank you for your testimony today. We will take a short recess
and then we will come back and begin our fourth panel. Thank you.

[Recess.]

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Sorry to keep you waiting, but we do
want to make use of the 20 minutes or so that we might have be-
fore I head back for another vote to hear from our witnesses on the
fourth panel today.

Participating, we have the Honorable Charles Ciccolella, Assist-
ant Secretary for Veterans’ Employment and Training Service in
the U.S. Department of Labor; Mr. Thomas L. Bush, Principal Di-
rector of Manpower and Personnel for the U.S. Department of De-
fense; Dr. Curtis Gilroy, Director of Accession Policy, Office of the
Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness, U.S. De-
partment of Defense; and Mr. Keith Pedigo, Associate Deputy
Under Secretary for Policy and Program management for the U.S.
Department of Veterans Affairs; accompanied by Mr. John Brizzi,
Staff Attorney of the Office of General Counsel for the U.S. Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs.

Your written statements have been entered into the hearing
record. I appreciate all of you being back to the Subcommittee to
address the important bills that are being considered today.

We will start with you, Secretary Ciccolella. You are recognized
for 5 minutes.
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STATEMENTS OF CHARLES S. CICCOLELLA, ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY, VETERANS’ EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING SERVICE,
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR; THOMAS L. BUSH, PRINCIPAL
DIRECTOR OF MANPOWER AND PERSONNEL, ACTING DEP-
UTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR RESERVE AF-
FAIRS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE; CURTIS L. GILROY,
DIRECTOR FOR ACCESSION POLICY, OFFICE OF THE UNDER
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR PERSONNEL AND READINESS,
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE; AND KEITH PEDIGO, ASSO-
CIATE DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY, POLICY AND PROGRAM
MANAGEMENT, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS;
ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN BRIZZI, STAFF ATTORNEY, OFFICE
OF GENERAL COUNSEL, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS

STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES S. CICCOLELLA

Mr. CiccOLELLA. Thank you, Madam Chair. I am pleased to ap-
pear before you today to discuss 4 of the 13 bills that you are look-
ing at today. I will just move very quickly through them.

H.R. 3646 is a joint study on employment needs by the Depart-
ment of Labor and Department of Veterans Affairs. The bill man-
dates a study to be conducted by both the agencies on the fields
of employment for which the greatest need for employees exist in
various geographic areas.

The Department of Labor’s Bureau of Labor Statistics develops
a 10-year national level industry and employment projections and
they prepare and they publish career information on those projec-
tions already. Projections are done on a biannual basis. The last
projections were done in 2007 for the period 2006 through 2016.

The national projections data that they produce are provided to
the State workforce agencies and the States also collect labor mar-
ket information themselves. They share it with the Department of
Veterans Affairs, and in particular, the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs Vocational Rehabilitation and Employment folks, to assure
that disabled veterans are not placed in education and training
programs for jobs that are unavailable in the local economy.

We do not believe that the joint study that would be required by
the bill would produce more or better data than the information
that we already have. However, listening to the testimony by Con-
gressman Stearns, it appears to me that what we have here is an
accessibility and a presentation issue. And we would be very
pleased to work with the Committee on how to work this out so we
make this stuff absolutely available.

H.R. 3393 is the improvement to “Veterans Employments Rights
Act.” The bill would make a number of very, very significant
changes to the enforcement and the remedies for USERRA, give
the courts discretion to award $20,000 in liquidated damages, and
authorize the court to award punitive damages that are essentially
unlimited.

States would also be required in USERRA cases to waive their
sovereign immunity under the 11th amendment to the Constitu-
tion.

We are concerned that we have not had a sufficient amount of
time to study the impact that the changes to this law would have.
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And these are far-reaching changes. We believe that as a further
issue, we need to discuss these changes with our enforcement part-
ners.

It is also not clear the impact that these changes would have on
the hiring of veterans. I would be pleased to go into a little bit
more detail during the question and answer period if you would
like.

H.R. 3798 is the reemployment rights following certain National
Guard duty. Congressman Hayes presented this bill. We would
support this proposal. We just need to understand from the Depart-
ment of Defense under what circumstances the exemptions would
take place because the bill does not make that entirely clear.

But having said that, there are certain types of duty, airport se-
curity duty and patrol duty that absolutely make sense to be count-
ed as exempted from the 5-year limit. So I think the thing here,
and I think DoD would agree, is that the exclusions from the 5-
year limit have to be well-defined in order to preserve the intent
of USERRA which is to protect noncareer military service.

H.R. 3467 is the “Second Chance for America’s Veterans Act” and
the bill would authorize VA to establish a workforce reentry pro-
gram between 2008 and 2011 at something like $15 million. It
would provide a prisoner reentry program for veterans in 24 loca-
tions. Congressman Yarmuth presented that bill today.

The Administration supports the intent of the bill. However, we
think that most of the services, which are very similar to the re-
cently concluded Incarcerated Veteran Transition Program, which
is a very successful program, most of these services could be pro-
vided through the “Second Chance Act” that the President signed
earlier last week.

In fact, what we have done is we have been working closely with
the Department of Labor unit that is actually responsible for the
prisoner reentry initiative to incorporate veteran-specific issues
that we had in the Incarcerated Veteran Transition Program into
the next round of the prisoner reentry initiative grants. And that
round will be awarded effective 1 July.

There are some differences in what we did in the IVTP, the In-
carcerated Veteran Transition demonstration, and the prisoner re-
entry initiative, but we think we can probably work those out.

Madam Chair, that concludes my testimony. I have 1 second left,
so I would be happy to answer any questions when that time
comes.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Ciccolella appears on p. 82.]

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Thank you very much.

Mr. Bush, you are now recognized for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF THOMAS L. BUSH

Mr. BusH. Madam Chairwoman, thank you for the opportunity
to share the views of the Department on bills that are being consid-
ered by this Committee.

The success the Department is experiencing in recruiting and re-
taining Guard and Reserve members over the last 612 years is due
in large part to the support of Congress. You have recognized the
expanded role that Reserve components are playing in national de-
fense and have been very generous with the pay and additional
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benefits that are now available to members of the National Guard
and Reserve and their families.

Some of the bills being considered by the Subcommittee today
would continue that support for National Guard and Reserve mem-
bers and I will focus my remarks on those bills that directly affect
the Guard and Reserve.

H.R. 4889, the “Guard and Reserves Are Fighting Too Act of
2008,” as currently drafted would reinstate the retention aspects of
the Reserve Education Assistance Program, yet would recodify the
program into title 38.

As I have previously testified, the Department does not support
placing what would again become a military force management
program under the administration of the Department of Veterans
Affairs. Therefore, the Department does not support H.R. 4889.

Two bills would amend the “Servicemembers Civil Relief Act,”
H.R. 3289 and H.R. 4883. Although the Department is preparing
a formal views letter for the Committee on those bills, I can report
that the Department generally supports both bills.

In fact, H.R. 4883, which would extend the post-service limitation
on the sale, foreclosure, and seizure of property from 90 days to 1
year, is a recommendation included in the final report from the
Commission on the National Guard and Reserves and appears to
have broad support within the Department.

Regarding H.R. 3298, the “21st Century Servicemembers Protec-
tion Act,” the Department’s views letter is likely to offer several
recommendations regarding the right of servicemembers to bring
action in their own name and to strengthen the protections pro-
posed in the bill.

Two bills would amend the “Uniform Services Employment and
Reemployment Rights Act.” Although USERRA is under the pur-
view of the Department of Labor, DoD offers the following com-
ments.

H.R. 3798 would provide a limited exclusion of the 5-year
USERRA limit for National Guard members who perform certain
federally-funded State duty. While we think it may be appropriate
to provide such an exclusion, we need to work with our partners
at the Department of Labor and this Committee to ensure any ex-
clusion is well-defined and consistent with the purposes of other
duty that is excluded from the 5-year USERRA limit.

H.R. 3393, the “Reservist Access to Justice Act of 2007,” would
allow courts to award punitive damages in cases of an employer
who willfully fails to comply with USERRA. While this may be ap-
propriate in some isolated cases, we are concerned with the chilling
effect this may have on all employers.

As I previously stated, Congress, and particularly this Com-
mittee, has been very supportive of the Guard and Reserve. I would
like to thank you for your unwavering support of the 1.3 million
members of the National Guard and Reserve.

This concludes my remarks, and I look forward to answering
your questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Bush and Mr. Gilroy appears on
p. 83.]

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Thank you, Mr. Bush.

Mr. Gilroy, you are recognized.
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STATEMENT OF CURTIS L. GILROY, PH.D.

Mr. GILROY. Thank you, ma’am.

Madam Chairwoman, Members of the Subcommittee, and staff,
I want to thank you for the opportunity to appear before you again
to discuss how we might best enhance the educational benefits of
our servicemembers and our veterans.

As before, I will limit my remarks to the effects of any proposed
legislative initiatives to the active-duty force. Specifically, I will
limit my remarks to H.R. 5684 that you, Madam Chair, and Rank-
ing Member Boozman have sponsored.

There are some very attractive features to this bill and there is
much that the Department of Defense sees of value in it.

I personally congratulate both of you and your staffs for carefully
crafting a very unique piece of legislation. I have six points to
make regarding that legislation.

First, your bill increases the basic benefit from about $1,100 a
month to $1,450 a month, which is the average cost of a public 4-
year institution, and also the value of the so-called “tipping point”
about which we spoke in previous hearings. This is the point at
which the benefit may begin to have a negative effect on retention.
The Department supports this increase in the basic benefit.

Your bill also adds a $500 a month stipend for living expenses
for full-time students and something less for part-time students.
Although this is somewhat more generous than we would like, we
do support some level of increase, and perhaps we can work with
the Committee on what that number might be.

Third, your bill permits members to use their GI Bill benefits to
pay off their student loans. We like that.

And veterans who apply for other financial aid would not be re-
quired to report the value or the moneys received from the Mont-
gomery GI Bill benefits as income. We also like that.

Fourth, your bill does not eliminate the $1,200 member contribu-
tion, but there really is not any need since it is not a deterrent to
enrollment, as we have seen. Today, 97 percent of new recruits sign
up for participation in the Montgomery GI Bill under the current
situation. But what your bill does is allow them to pay it over a
2-year period. We could also support you on this.

Sixth, your bill gives veterans more time to use their benefits.
That is point number five. Fifteen years instead of 10 years. We
support you on that.

Although less generous than the Senate Bill S. 22 and its House
cousin, H.R. 5740, your bill addresses nearly all of the significant
issues as we see them. It is much simpler and straightforward to
implement since it is an amendment to the current Montgomery GI
Bill in title 38. Compared to S. 22, it is far less costly and does not
add to the bureaucracy, and it does not create an unnecessary
strain on retention.

Now, one feature of educational benefits that is not included in
your bill that is a priority for this Administration is transferability
of benefits for all servicemembers, to spouses, and children. Trans-
ferability, we feel, is important to a volunteer force where families
also serve.
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As you know, half of our force is, in fact, married. The adage that
we enlist soldiers, sailors, airmen, Marines, and Coast Guardsmen
and, yet, we retain families is really true.

In summary, H.R. 5684 has been thoughtfully prepared and we
look forward to working with you on this piece of legislation.

Thank you again for the opportunity to appear before you and for
promulgating and continuing to protect educational benefits for our
servicemembers and our veterans. And I would be prepared and
happy to answer questions at the appropriate time. Thank you
again.

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Thank you, Mr. Gilroy.

Mr. Pedigo, you are now recognized for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF KEITH PEDIGO

Mr. PEDIGO. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. I am pleased to be
here today to discuss a number of bills that would affect several
benefit programs administered by the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs.

With me today is Mr. John Brizzi, Staff Attorney from our Office
of General Counsel.

Madam Chairwoman, H.R. 5684, the “Veterans Education Im-
provement Act of 2008,” contains numerous amendments to title 38
of the U.S. Code that are intended to improve the basic educational
assistance programs offered by VA. We estimate that enactment of
this bill would result in direct cost to VA of $22.3 billion over 10
years. VA cannot support this legislation without identified offsets
for these costs.

H.R. 4889, the “Guard and Reserves Are Fighting Too Act of
2008,” proposed to recodify the statutory provisions of Chapter
1607 of title 10 of the U.S.C. to a new Chapter 33 of title 38 of
U.S.C. VA does not support this bill as it would inappropriately
place the Reserve Force Management Program und